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Art Unit: 4194 

Detailed Action 

STATUS OF CLAIM(s) 

1 . This communication is in response to Application No. 10/588,268, filed on 
8/3/2006. 

2. Claims 1-32 are currently pending and have been examined. 

3. Claims 1-32 have been rejected. 

4. Examiner's Note : The Examiner has pointed out particular references contained 
in the prior art of record within the body of this action for the convenience of the 
applicant. Although the specified citations are representative of the teachings in the art 
and are applied to the specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and 
figures may apply. Applicant, in preparing the response, should consider fully the entire 
reference as potentially teaching all or part of the claimed invention, as well as the 
context of the passage as taught by the prior art or disclosed by the Examiner. 

Inventorship 

5. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 C.F.R. §1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that 
was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the 
examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. §1 03(c) and potential 35 

U.S.C. §102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. §103(a). 
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Information Disclosure Statement 



6. The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 8/03/2006. The 
submission is in compliance with the provisions of 37 C.F.R. §1.97. Accordingly, the 
information disclosure statement is being considered by the examiner. An initialed copy 
of the Form 1449 is enclosed herewith. 



7. 35 U.S.C. §101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, macliine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

8. Claims 30, 31, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter: 



Descriptive material can be characterized as either "functional descriptive material" or "nonfunctional descriptive 
material." In this context, "functional descriptive material" consists of data structures and computer programs which 
impart functionality when employed as a computer component. (The definition of "data structure" is "a physical or 
logical relationship among data elements, designed to support specific data manipulation functions." The New IEEE 
Standard Dictionary of Electrical and Electronics Terms 308 (5th ed. 1993).) "Nonfunctional descriptive material" 
includes but is not limited to music, literary works, and a compilation or mere arrangement of data. 



Data structures not claimed as embodied in computer-readable media are descriptive material per se and are not 
statutory because they are not capable of causing functional change in the computer. See, e.g., Warmerdam, 33 F.3d 
at 1361, 31 USPQ2d at 1760 (claim to a data structure perse held nonstatutory). Such claimed data structures do not 
define any structural and functional interrelationships between the data structure and other claimed aspects of the 
invention which permit the data structure's functionality to be realized. In contrast, a claimed computer-readable 
medium encoded with a data structure defines structural and functional interrelationships between the data structure 
and the computer software and hardware components which permit the data structure's functionality to be realized, 
and is thus statutory. 



Similarly, computer programs claimed as computer listings perse, i.e., the descriptions or expressions of the 
programs, are not physical "things." They are neither computer components nor statutory processes, as they are not 
"acts" being performed. Such claimed computer programs do not define any structural and functional 
interrelationships between the computer program and other claimed elements of a computer which permit the 
computer program's functionality to be realized. In contrast, a claimed computer-readable medium encoded with a 
computer program is a computer element which defines structural and functional interrelationships between the 
computer program and the rest of the computer which permit the computer program's functionality to be realized, and 
is thus statutory. See Lowry, 32 F.3d at 1583-84, 32 USPQ2d at 1035. Accordingly, it is important to distinguish 
claims that define descriptive material per se from claims that define statutory inventions. 



Claim Reiections - 35 U.S.C. §101 



2106.01 Computer-Related Nonstatutory Subject Matter 
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Computer programs are often recited as part of a claim. USPTO personnel should determine whether the 
computer program is being claimed as part of an otherwise statutory manufacture or machine. In such a case, the 
claim remains statutory irrespective of the fact that a computer program is included in the claim. The same result 
occurs when a computer program is used in a computerized process where the computer executes the instructions 
set forth in the computer program. Only when the claimed invention taken as a whole is directed to a mere program 
listing, i.e., to only its description or expression, is it descriptive material per se and hence nonstatutory. 



Since a computer program is merely a set of instructions capable of being executed by a computer, the computer 
program itself is not a process and USPTO personnel should treat a claim for a computer program, without the 
computer-readable medium needed to realize the computer program's functionality, as nonstatutory functional 
descriptive material. When a computer program is claimed in a process where the computer is executing the 
computer program's instructions, USPTO personnel should treat the claim as a process claim. ** When a computer 
program is recited in conjunction with a physical structure, such as a computer memory, USPTO personnel should 
treat the claim as a product claim. 



Claims 31, 32, and 33 appears to be software with only a nominal recitation of 
server or system components. 



Claim Rejection 35 USC S103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. §103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in 35 U.S.C. §102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co. . 383 U.S. 1 ,148 USPQ 459 
(1966) that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness 
under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the difference between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or non obviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
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claims under 35 U.S.C. §103(a), the examiner presumes tliat tine subject matter of tine 
various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were 
made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 
37 C.F.R. §1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not 
commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. §103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. §103(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. §193(a). 

10. Claims 1, 20, 25, 27, 29, 30, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C §1 03(a) as 

being unpatentable over Mohammed et al . PGPub. No.: US 2003/0028488)(US 
2003)(" Mohammed " hereinafter, which teaches a supervised license acquisition in 
digital rights management system on a computing device) in view of Endoh (PGPub. 
No.: US 2006/0026105) (US 2006) ('Endoh" hereinafter, which teaches peripheral 
device information processing method and control program) and in further view of Hori 
et al. . (PGPub. No.: US 2003/0200458) (US 2003) (" Horr hereinafter, which teaches a 
storage apparatus that can properly recommence input and output of classified data). 

As to claim 1, Mohammed discloses the invention substantially as claimed, a 
reception device which obtains a license, transmitted from a transmission device, 
for permitting use of a content, and uses the content based on the license (see 
Mohammed at least at Abstract; page 1 , par. [0002]; page 2, par. [0019]-[0020]); 

Mohammed does not expressly disclose the limitation of: 
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wherein at least a license import period and a license ID are assigned to the license, the license 
import period being a period during which the license can be imported to said reception device 
and made available for use, (see Endoh at least at Abstract; page 1 , par. [0010]-[001 1]; page 12, 
par. [0138]; page 15, par. [0012]); 

However, Endoh discloses this limitation at the above cited locations. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Mohammed to include the features of Endoh . In the field of Licensing, it is 
import to designate a license with a license ID and to designate an import period, for the 
use of the licensed content. Therefore, sufficient rational exists to include the Endoh 
and to apply them to Mohammed . 



Mohammed and Endoh disclose the invention substantially as claimed a reception 

device comprising: 

a license importing unit operable to import the license transmitted from the transmission 
device (see Endoh at least at page 1, par. [0010]; page 16, par. [0176]; page 17, par. [0185], 
[0187], [0190]) 



Mohammed and Endoh does not expressly disclose the limitations of: 

a log recording unit operable to hold a license import log including the license ID and the 
license import period, at least until the license import period expires (see Hori at least at page 
1, par. [0010]; page 8, par. [0128]; page 12, par, [0171]; page 13, par. [0182]) and 

a license import controlling unit operable to control importing of the license to be performed by 
said license importing unit, in the case where the license import log includes a license ID that 
is the same as the license ID of the license imported by said license importing unit (see Hori at 
least at page 8-9, par. [0128]) 

However, Hor/ discloses these limitations at the above cited locations. Therefore, 

it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Mohammed and Endoh to include the features of Hori . In the field of 
licensing, it is import to employ the use of a log recording unit to keep a proper 
accounting of the issuance of licenses. Without this accounting unauthorized and 
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improper licenses would be generated. Therefore, sufficient rational exists to include 

the Hori and to apply them to Mohammed and Endoh . 

As to claim 20, see the discussion of claim 1 . 
As to claim 25, see the discussion of claim 1 . 
As to claim 27, see the discussion of claim 1 . 
As to claim 29, see the discussion of claim 1 . 
As to claim 30, see the discussion of claim 1 . 
As to claim 32, see the discussion of claim 1 . 

1 1 . Claims 2, 3, 4, 21, 22, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C §103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Mohammed , Endoh , view of Hori , and in further view of Corbin 

(Patent No.:5,138,712) (US 1992) (" Corbin " hereinafter, which teaches an apparatus 

and method for licensing software on a network of computers). 

As to claim 2 Mohammed and Endoh does not expressly disclose the limitation 
further comprising: 

a license decrypting unit operable to decrypt an encrypted license once before the encrypted 
license is imported by said license importing unit, and to generate a decrypted license (see 
Hori at least at page 1, par. [0010]; page 4, par. [0052]; Figure 1) 

However, Hon discloses this limitation at the above cited location. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Mohammed and Endoh to include the features of Hori . In the field of 
licensing, it is import to employ the use of decrypting an encrypted license. Without 
such decryption, the user would not have access to the content. Therefore, sufficient 
rational exists to include the Hori and to apply them to Mohammed and Endoh . 

Mohammed , Endoh and Hori does not expressly disclose the limitations further 
comprising: 
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a re-encrypting unit operable to re-encrypt the decrypted license using an encryption key that is 
different from an encryption key used for encrypting the encrypted license, and to generate a 
re-encrypted license (see Corbin at least at col. 8, lines 65-70; col. 9, lines 22-35, 48-52); and 

a storing unit operable to hold at least the re-encrypted license (see Corbin at least at col. 1 , 
lines 65-69; col. 2, lines 1-2; col. 2, lines 40-50; col. 5, lines 15-25). 

However, Corbin discloses tliis limitation at the above cited location. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Mohammed , Endoh and Hori to include the features of Corbin . In the field of 
licensing, re-encryption provides an additional layer of security to the license. Without 
such re-encryption, it exposes the license to fraudulent use. Also, it is important to store 
the re-encrypted license information for later use and access. Therefore, sufficient 
rational exists to include the feature Corbin and to apply them to Mohammed . Endoh 
and Hon. 

As to claim 3, Mohammed , Endoh and Hori does not expressly disclose the 

limitations further comprising: 

wherein an encryption transformation period is further assigned to the license, the encryption 
transformation period being a period during which a re-encryption can be performed by said re- 
encrypting unit (see Corbin at least at col. 7, lines 60-68; Claims 3, 17), and 

said re-encrypting unit is operable to generate the re-encrypted license by re-encrypting a 
license within the encryption transformation period, and to store the re-encrypted license into 
said storing unit (see Corbin at least at col. 1, lines 65-69; col. 2, lines 1-2; col. 2, lines 40-50; 
col. 5, lines 15-25; col. 9, lines 20-35). 

However, Corbin discloses this limitation at the above cited location. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Mohammed , Endoh and Hori to include the features of Corbin . In the field of 
licensing, it is important to use and maintain fresh licenses. Therefore, for freshness 
purposes, it is important to establish an transformation period to perform encryption. 
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Therefore, sufficient rational exists to include the feature Corbin and to apply them to 
Mohammed . Endoh and Hon. 

As to claim 4, Endoh . Hon and Corbin does not expressly disclose the limitation of: 

wherein said reception device is made up of a terminal apparatus which reproduces the content 
(see Mohammed at least at Abstract (Reproduces = Rendering); page 1 , par. [001 1]; page 2, 
par. [0018]-[0020]; Figure 10), and 

However. Mo/7ammec/ discloses this limitation at the above cited location. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Endoh . Hon and Corbin to include the features of Mohammed . In 
the field of licensing content, it is important to be able to reproduce that content to the 
user. Therefore, sufficient rational exists to include the feature Mohammed and to apply 
them to Corbin . Endoh and Hori . 

Endoh . Hori and Mohammed does not expressly disclose the limitation of a security 

module which is operated in conjunction with said terminal apparatus: 

(1) said storing unit is included in said terminal apparatus (see Corbin at least at col. 1 , lines 65- 
69; col. 2, lines 1-2; col. 2, lines 40-50; col. 5, lines 15-25); 

(ii) said re-encrypting unit is included in said security module (see Corbin at least at col. 1 , lines 
65-69; col. 2, lines 1-2; col. 2, lines 40-50; col. 5, lines 15-25; col. 9, lines 20-35); and 

(iii) the encryption key used by said re-encrypting unit is a stored encryption key that is unique 
to one of said security module and said terminal apparatus (see Corbin at least at col. 8, 
lines 50-70; col. 9, lines 11-35; Claim 1) 

However, Corbin discloses these limitations at the above cited locations. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Endoh . Hori and Mohammed to include the features of Corbin . (see 
motivation and rationale from above) Therefore, sufficient rational exists to include the 
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feature Corbin and to apply them to Mohammed . Endoh and Hon. 

Endoh . Corbin and Mohammed does not expressly disclose the limitation of a 

(Iv) said log recording unit (see Hori at least at page 1, par. [0010]; page 8, par. [0128]; page 
12, par, [0171]; page 13, par. [0182]), 

(v) said license import controlling unit (see Hori at least at page 8-9, par. [0128]); and 

However, Hon discloses these limitations at the above cited locations. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Endoh . Corbin and Mohammed to include the features of Hori . In 
the field of licensing, it is important to employ the use of a license controlling device and 
to maintain a log for license entries. Therefore, sufficient rational exists to include the 
feature Hori and to apply them to Mohammed . Endoh and Corbin. 

Hori . Corbin and Mohammed does not expressly disclose the limitation of a 

(vl) at least one of said license importing unit (see Endoh at least at page 1 , par. [0010]; page 
16, par. [0176]; page 17, par. [0185], [0187], [0190]), 

However, Endoh discloses this limitation at the above cited locations. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 

invention to modify Hori . Corbin and Mohammed to include the features of Endoh . (see 

rationale and motivation from above) Therefore, sufficient rational exists to include the 

feature Endoh and to apply them to Mohammed . Hori and Corbin . 

As to claim 21, see the discussion of claim 2. 

As to claim 22, see the discussion of claim 2 and 3. 

As to claim 26, see the discussion of claim 2 and 3. 

12. Claims 5 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C §103(a) as being unpatentable 
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over Mohammed , Endoh, Hon , w\e\N of Corbin and in further view of Higashi et al. . 
(PGPub No.: US 2003/0190044) (US 2003) C Hiaashr hereinafter, which teaches a 
content using system) 

As to claim 5, Mohammed . Endoh . Hon , and Corbin does not expressly disclose 
the reception device further comprising 

a re-encrypted license decrypting unit operable to judge whether or not the license has been re- 
encrypted and to decrypt the re-encrypted license in the case of judging that the license has 
been re-encrypted (see Higashi at least at page 1, par. [0005], page 5, par. [0089]; page 7. par. 
[0121]; page 13, par. [0225]; Claim 22). 

However, Higashi discloses this limitation at the above cited locations. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Hon, Corbin , Mohammed and Endoh to include the features of 
Higashi . In the field of licensing, when re-encryption is used, it is important to be able to 
decrypt the re-encryption. Therefore, sufficient rational exists to include the feature 
Higashi and to apply them to Mohammed , Endoh , Hori and Corbin. 
As to claim 24, see the discussion of claim 5. 

13. Claims 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mohammed . Endoh . in view of Hori . in further view of Ginter etal. . (Patent No.: 
7,124, 302) (U.S. 2006) (" Ginter" hereinafter, which teaches a systems and methods for 
secure transactions management and electronic rights protection). 

As to claim 6, Mohammed , Endoh , in view of Hori , does not expressly disclose the 
limitations further comprising: 

a contract judging unit operable to judge whether or not a contract regarding the license to be 
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obtained by said license importing unit has been made, (see Ginter at least at col. 5 lines 35-53; 
col. 6, lines 50-55; col. 7, lines 5-15; col. 9, lines 50-60; col. 14, lines 55-67). 

wherein said license importing unit is operable to judge whether or not the license import period 
is valid in the case where said contract judging unit judges that the contract has been made, and 
to permit importing of the license when judging that the license import period is valid (see Ginter 
at least at col. 47, lines 30-40; col. 47, lines 25-35; col. 154, lines 43-55). 

However, G/nfer discloses these limitations at the above cited locations. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Hon, Mohammed and Endoh to include the features of 
Ginter . In the field of licensing, license contract information is important information to 
use and review. License contract information may contain usage rights. Therefore, 
sufficient rational exists to include the feature Ginter and to apply them to Mohammed , 
Endoh , and Hon. 

As to claim 7, Hon, Endoh and Ginter does not expressly disclose the limitation of 

the reception device comprising: 

wherein said reception device is made up of a terminal apparatus which 

reproduces the content (see Mohammed at least at Abstract (Reproduces = Rendering); page 1 , 

par. [0011]; page 2, par. [0018]-[0020]; Figure 10), 

However, Mohammed discloses this limitation at the above cited locations. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 

invention to modify Hori , Ginter and Endoh to include the features of 

Mohammed , (see prior rational and motivation) Therefore, sufficient rational exists to 

include the feature Mohammed and to apply them to Ginter , Endoh , and Hori . 

Hori , Endoh and Mohammed does not expressly disclose the limitation of the reception 
device comprising: 
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and a security module which is operated in conjunction with said terminal apparatus 

said contract judging unit is included in said security module (see Ginter at least at col. 5 lines 

35-53; col. 6, lines 50-55; col. 7, lines 5-15; col. 9, lines 50-60; col. 14, lines 55-67). 

However, G/nfer discloses tliis limitation at the above cited location. Therefore, it 

would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 

modify Hon, Mohammed and Endoh to include the features of Ginter . (see prior rational 

and motivation) Therefore, sufficient rational exists to include the feature Ginter and to 

apply them to Motiammed , Endoli , and Hon. 

As to claim 23, see the discussion of claim 6. 

14. Claims 8-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Moliammed , Endoh, in view of Hon, in further view of Kawamura (PGPub. No.: US 
2005/0146966) (U.S. 2005) (" Kawamura " hereinafter, which teaches an information 
processing system) 

As to claim 8, Mohammed . Endoh, and Hori . does not expressly disclose the 
limitation of: 

wherein, In the case where the license is imported by said license importing unit, a license Import 
log is recorded further in said log recording unit, the license import log including a license ID and 
a validity period of the imported license (see Kawamura at least at page 8, par. [0135]). 

However, Kawamura discloses this limitation at the above cited locations. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 

invention to modify Hori , Mohammed and Endoh to include the features Kawamura. 

In the field of licensing, it is important to employ the use of a license ID and a validity 

period. The license ID identifies the license and the validity period is a use restriction. 
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upon the license. Therefore, sufficient rational exists to include the feature Kawamura 
and to apply them to Mohammed , Endoh, and Hon. 

As to claim 9, Mohammed . Endoh . and Hon, does not expressly disclose the 

limitation further comprising 

a license import period generating unit operable to generate the license import period of the 
license import log in the case where the license import period is not set in the license, wherein 
said log recording unit is operable to hold a license import log including the license ID and the 
generated license import period (see Kawamura at least at page 1 , par. [0006]; page 5, par. 
[0093]; page 6, par. [0112]-[0113]; page 7, par. [0127]). 

However, Kawamura discloses this limitation at the above cited locations. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Hon, Mohammed and Endoh to include the features oi Kawamura . 
In the field of licensing, it is important to employ the use of a license import period and 
log to ensure the use of fresh licenses. Therefore, sufficient rational exists to include 
the feature Kawamura and to apply them to Mohammed . Endoh, and Hon. 

As to claim 10, Mohammed . Endoh . and Hon, does not expressly disclose the 

limitation further comprising 

wherein a license import condition is further assigned to the license, and said license import 
controlling unit is operable to control importing of the license based on the license import condition 
(see Kawamura at least at page 1 , par.[0006]; page 5, par. [0093]; page 6, par. [01 12]-[01 13]; 
page 7, par. [0127]). 

However, Kawamura discloses this limitation at the above cited locations. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Hon, Mohammed and Endoh to include the features Kawamura. 
In the field of licensing, it is important to check the condition of the license before using 
it. Therefore, sufficient rational exists to include the feature Kawamura and to apply 
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them to Mohammed . Endoh, and Hon. 

As to claim 1 1 . Mohammed . Endoh . and Hon, does not expressly disclose the 

limitation further comprising: 

a message presenting unit operable to present, in the case where the license is not imported by 
said license import controlling unit, at least one of the following: 

an indication that the license cannot be imported; and a reason why the license cannot be 
imported (see Kawamura at least at page 1 , par. [0090], [0093]; page 6, par. [0102], [0107]); 

However, Kawamura discloses this limitation at the above cited locations. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 

invention to modify Hori . Mohammed and Endoh to include the features of Kawamura . 

In the field of licensing, it is important to provide the user with a message in the event of 

license importation failure. Therefore, sufficient rational exists to include the feature 

Kawamura and to apply them to Mohammed , Endoh , and Hori . 

As to claim 12, Mohammed . Endoh . and Hori . does not expressly disclose the 

limitation further comprising: 

wherein the license import period is one of a validity period of the license and a period that is set 
separately from the validity period of the license (see Kawamura at least at page 4, par. [0083]- 
[0085]). 

However, Kawamura discloses this limitation at the above cited locations. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Hori . Mohammed and Endoh to include the features of Kawamura . 
In the field of licensing, it is important to be able to distinguish between the validity 
period of a license and the import period. Therefore, sufficient rational exists to include 
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the feature Kawamura and to apply them to Mohammed , Endoh, and Hon. 

15. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mohammed . Endoh . in view of Hori . in further view of Block et al., (PGPUb. No.: 
US 2003/0220883) (U.S. 2003) C BIocK ' hereinafter, which teaches a mechanism for 
handling software license agreements or multi-user systems) 

As to claim 13, Mohammed . Endoh . and Hori does not expressly disclose the 
limitations of: 

wherein a package ID that is an identification number of a package, an in-package license ID that is 
an identification number included in the package (see Block at least at Abstract; Page 1 , par. 
[0016H0018]); 

and a validity period of the license are assigned further to the license (see Block at least at Abstract; 
page 1, par. [0004], [0014], [0016]); 

the package being a unit off purchasing the content, (see Block at least at page 1 , par. [0004], 
[0005], [0007] (Marketed = Purchasing)); 

said license import controlling unit is operable to control Importing of the license performed by said 
license importing unit, in the case where the license Import log includes a pair that is the same as a 
pair of the package ID and the in-package license ID (see Block at least at page 2, par. [0020]; page 
8, par [GOBI]; Claim 20). 

However, Block discloses these limitations at the above cited locations. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Hori . Mohammed and Endoh to include the features of Block . In the field of 
licensing, it is often the case to provide licenses in packages. Therefore, it is important 
to issue a package ID and the be able to market theses packages. Therefore, sufficient 
rational exists to include the feature Block and to apply them to Mohammed , 
Endoh . and Hori . 

Block . Endoh . and Hori does not expressly disclose the limitations of: 
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said log managing unit is operable to record, at a first importing of the license in the package, a 
license import log including the package ID, the in-package license ID, the validity period, and an 
imported license ID that has been already imported, said log managing unit is operable to update 
and record, at a second and subsequent importing of the license in the package, only the imported 
license ID of the license import log (see Mohammed at least at page 1 1 , par. [0156]); and 

However, Mohammed discloses tliis limitation at the above cited location. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Hon, Block and Endoh to include the features of Mohammed . In the field of 
licensing, it is often the case to provide licenses in packages. In the field of licensing, it 
is important to keep an accounting of license information. Therefore, sufficient rational 
exists to include the feature Mohammed and to apply them to Block . Endoh . and Hon. 

16. Claims 14, 19, 25, 28 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kawamura . in view of Block. 

As to claim 14, Kawamura discloses the invention substantially as claimed a 
transmission device which transmits a license to a reception device which uses a 
content based on the license for permitting use of the content, said transmission device 
comprising: 

a license generating unit operable to generate the license (see Kawamura at least at Abstract; page 
1, par. [0005]; page 3, par. [0054]); 

a license ID assigning unit operable to assign the license with a license ID that is an identification 
number (see Kawamura at least at page 7, par. [0119], [0131]-[0134]); 

a transmitting unit operable to transmit, to the reception device, the license to which at least the 
license ID and the license import period are assigned (see Kawamura at least at page 10, par. 
[0170]; page 11, par. [0194]; page 13, par. [0221]). 

Kawamura does not expressly disclose the limitation of: 

a license import period assigning unit operable to assign the license with a license import period 
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that is a period during which at least the license can be imported to the reception device and made 
available for use (see Block at least at page 1 , par. [0006]) 

However. B/oc/c discloses this limitation at the above cited location. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Kawamura to include the features of Block . In the field of 
licensing, it is common practice to issue a "trial period" in which to activate or not 
activate a license. Therefore, sufficient rational exists to include the feature Block and 
to apply them to Kawamura . 

As to claim 19, Block does not expressly teach the limitation of a transmission 
device where in the license import period is one of a validity period of the license and a 
period that is set separately from the validity period of the license. However, Kawamura 
discloses this limitation at least at page 4, par. [0083]-[0085]. 

As to claim 25, see the discussion of claim 14. 
As to claim 28, see the discussion of claim 14. 
As to claim 31, see the discussion of claim 14 

16. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kawamura , Block , and in view of Mourad et al .. (PGPub No.: US 
2003/0135464) (U.S. 2003) (" Mourad " hereinafter, which teaches a digital content 

distribution using web broadcasting services) and in further view of Kohivama et al . 
(PGPub. No.: US 2003/01 26457)(U.S. 2003) (" Kohivama " hereinafter, which teaches 
information reproducing apparatus and secure module) 
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As to claim 15, Kawamura and Block does not expressly disclose the limitations of: 

The transmission device according to Claim 14, wherein the reception device comprises a re- 
encrypting unit operable to generate a re-encrypted license by re-encrypting a decrypted license 
using an encryption key that is different from an encryption key used for encrypting the license, said 
transmission device further comprises: (see Mourad at least at page 17-18; par [0375]; page 22, par. 
[0430]; page 52, par. [1008], page 53, par. [1008]) 

However. Mot/racf discloses this limitation at the above cited location. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Kawamura and Block to Include the features of Mourad . In the field of 
licensing, It Is Important to be able to encrypt and re-encrypt data. It is also important to 
have separate keys for each encrypting event. Therefore, sufficient rational exists to 
include the feature Mourad and to apply them to Kawamura and Block . 



Kawamura . Block and Mourad does not expressly disclose these limitations: 

an encryption transformation period assigning unit operable to assign the license with an encryption 
transformation period that is a period during which re-encrypting of the license can be performed by 
the re-encrypting unit (see Kohiyama at least at page 9, par. [0195], [0199], [0208]; page 10, par. 
[0219], [0225]) 

wherein said transmitting unit is operable to transmit, to the reception device, the license to which at 
least the license ID and the encryption transformation period are assigned (see Kohiyama at least at 
page 1, par. [0003]; page 5, par. [0100], [0102]). 

However, Kohiyama discloses these limitation at the above cited locations. Therefore, 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 

to modify Kawamura . Block and Mourad to include the features of Kohiyama . In the 

field of licensing, having an license encryption transformation period ensures the 

licenses are up to date. Therefore, sufficient rational exists to include the feature 

Kohiyama and to apply them to Kawamura and Mourad . 
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17. Claims 16 and17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kawamura , in view of Block , and in further view of Kume et a!. , (PGPub. No.: US 
2006/001 5465)(U.S. 2006) r Kume " hereinafter, which teaches an apparatus for 
licensing information ascertainment). 

As to claim 16, Kawamura and Block does not expressly disclose the transmission 
device further comprising 

a license import period assignment determining unit operable to determine whether or not to assign 
the license import period to the license (see Kume at least at page 3, par, [0049]). 

However, Kume discloses this limitation at the above cited location. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Kawamura and Block to include the features of Kume . In the field of licensing, 
the license import period is a usage rights. Therefore, sufficient rational exists to 
include the feature Kume and to apply them to Kawamura and Block . 

As to claim 17, Kawamura and Block does not expressly disclose the transmission 
device further comprising a license import condition assigning unit operable to assign a I 
license import condition to the license. However, Kume discloses this limitation at least 
at page 3, par, [0049]. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to modify Kawamura and Block to include the 
features of Kume . In the field of licensing, the license import period is a usage rights 
and it would be proper to assign it to a license. Therefore, sufficient rational exists to 
include the feature Kume and to apply them to Kawamura and Block . 
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18. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kawamura in view of Block , and in further view of Corbin . 

As to claim 18, Kawamura and Block does not expressly disclose the limitation of 
the transmission device further comprising a license encrypting unit operable to 
generate an encrypted license by encrypting the license. However, Corbin discloses 
this limitation at least at the Abstract; col. 2, lines 5-30, 40-50; col. 5, lines 60-70. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Kawamura and Block to include the features of Corbin . In the field 
of licensing, it is important to be able to encrypt a license. Therefore, sufficient rational 
exists to include the feature Corbin and to apply them to Kawamura and Block . 

Conclusion 

19. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communication from 
the examiner should be directed to Mr. Dante Ravetti whose telephone number is 
(571) 270-3609. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday 

7:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Mr. Charles Kyle may be reached at (571) 272-6746. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
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assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding tine status of an application may be obtained from 

the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 

for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 

PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 

Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system see 

http://pa!r-dsrect,uspto,gov. Should you have questions on access to the private 

PAIR system, please contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 1-(866) 

217-9197. If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 

Representative or access to the automated information system, call 1-(800) 786- 

9199 (IN USA or CANADA) or 1-(571) 272-1000. 

/Dante Ravetti/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 4194 
Tuesday, April 08, 2008 

/Charles R. Kyle/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 4194 
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